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U.S. Const. Amend. XIV, Sect. 1 
Statement Showing Jurisdiction 
of 
Court of Appeals 
Pursuant to the authority vested in the Supreme Court of 
Utah, this case was poured-over to the Court of Appeals for 
disposition, December 3, 1987, Case No. 870298. 
Statement Showing Nature of Proceedings 
Procedings in this case were initiated based on a 
contract between Plaintiff and Respondent which was entered 
into on or about March 17, 1981. 
date: 
The following are proceedings listed chronologically by 
December 10, 1986 
January 2, 1987 
August 3, 1987 
August 10, 1987 
September 25, 1987 
October 5, 1987 
December 3, 1987 
December 15, 1987 
Defendant James V. Eidson was 
served a summons Civil No. C-86-8607 
Defendant filed an answer in writing 
with the Third Judicial District 
Court, Salt Lake County, Utah 
Defendant received notice of a 
Summary Judgement that had been 
awarded by Honorable Pat Brian in 
the above case 
Defendant filed a Motion for Appeal 
of the Summary Judgement 
Defendant filed a Docketing 
Statement with the Utah Supreme 
Court (No. 870298) 
Defendant filed a Motion for Summary 
Disposition, under Rule 10(a), with 
the Supreme Court 
Supreme Court poured this case over 
into the Court of Appeals (Case 
#870543-CA) 
Summary reversal of the Summary 
Judgement was denied by the Court of 
Appeals 
January 21, 1988 Defendant's Brief was sent to the 
Utah Court of Appeals 
January 28, 1988 Court Clerk, Timothy M. Shea sent 
the Brief back for additional 
information 
February 18, 1988 Defendants Brief was again sent to 
the Utah Court of Appeals and copies 
to Plaintiff's council 
Statement of the Issues 
Issues noted in previous proceedings follow: 
a. On or about March 17, 1981, Appellant entered into a 
Promissory Note with the Garfield Credit Union for $8,542.00, 
the purchase cost of a 1981 Datsun 510 Station Wagon. 
b. At no time pertinent to this lawsuit was the 
Appellant married. Therefore, he is not responsible to 
Respondent pursuant to the Family Expense Doctrine of Utah 
law. (See copy of divorce decree in the addendum) 
c. Appellant was layed off a Kennecott in June 1982. He 
therefore had no means of fulfilling his obligation. An 
agent of the Respondent explained that the balance of $4,382 
would need to be paid immediately or the vehicle would be 
repossessed to recover the balance. 
d. On or about October 15, 1982 an agent of the Garfield 
Credit Union repossessed the 1981 Datsun and explained that 
it would be sold at current value to pay the balance of 
Appellants financial obligation to the Garfield Credit 
Unions. 
e. A total of $4,160.00 had been paid by Appellant on 
the loan. This left a balance of $4382.00 
f. The wholesale blue book value of the repossessed 1981 
Datsun was $6,700.00. This would have cleared any financial 
obligation Appellant had to the Respondent. 
Determinative Constitutional Provisions, Statutes, 
Ordinances, and Rules 
U.S. Const. Amend. XIV, Sect. 1 
Jurisdiction is improper over the non-resident Defendant 
pursuant to Utah Code Annotated (1953) 78-27-24 (1). 
Summary of the Argument 
1. Jurisdiction is improper over the non-resident 
Defendant pursuant to Utah Code Annotated (1953) 78-27-24 (1) 
as described in the following allegations: 
The Defendant was not married at any time pertinent to 
this lawsuit, therefore was not responsible to the Plaintiff 
pursuant to the Family Expense Doctrine of Utah law. Proof 
of marital status is located in Addendum. 
2. The Plaintiff repossessed the vehicle to recover the 
unpaid amount of a Promissory Note, which according to a 
representative of the Garfield Credit Union would fulfill the 
contract. 
3. The amount recovered by the sale of the vehicle 
was not credited to Defendants contract. 
4. The Plaintiff did not notify Defendant about any 
discrepancies until Dec. 10, 1986, three and one-half years 
after the default thus making an undue hardship on the 
Defendant to provide proof of transactions. 
5. Defendant James V. Eidson was served a summons on 
December 10, 1986 and filed an answer January 2, 1987. This 
was within the 30 day alloted period. 
6. Defendant James V. Eidson was not notified of a court 
hearing date and therefore denied due process under our 
constitutional rights (U.S. Const. Amend. XIV, Sect. 1). 
Argument 
Same as Summary Argument outlined above. 
Conclusion 
The Defendant, James V. Eidson, entered into a contract 
with the Plaintiff Garfield Credit Union on or about March 
17, 1981 in order to purchase a 1981 Datsun station wagon. 
After a reduction in work force at Kennecott, June 1982, 
Defendant no longer could repay the above noted contract. 
After discussing this with Plaintiff, Defendant agreed to let 
the Garfield Credit Union repossess the vehicle to pay the 
balance of the debt. No other communication took place until 
Defendant was served a summons December 10, 1986. 
Wherefore, Defendant prays for dismissal of the summary 
judgment and the following Plaintiffs requests: 
1. For damages in the amount of $7248.74, together with 
interest at the rate of eighteen percent (18%) per annum from 
March 9, 1983 until the date paid on the First Cause of 
Action; 
2. For damages in the amount of $1529.89, together with 
interest at the rate of fourteen percent (14%) per annum from 
March 9, 1983 until the date paid on the Second Cause of 
Action; 
3. For reasonable attorney's fees; 
4. For the issue of additional post-judgment attorney's 
fees to be reserved for further hearing; 
5. For costs of court; and 
6. Such other relief as the Court deems just and 
equitable. 
Dated this 18th day of February, 1988. 
/Games V. Eidson 
Notary. Date 
Mailed Postpaid this 18th day of February, 1988, a copy of 
the attached Appellants' Brief to: 
Mark A. Wolfert 
Bruce L. Richards and Assoc. 
Attorneys for Respondent 
P.O. Box 26786 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84126-0786 
James V. Eidson 
IN THE SEVENTEENTH JUDICIAL CERCUIX COURT OF MISSOURI 
(Johnson County) 
In re the Marriage of 
James Vernon Eidson and 
Martha Lee Eidson 
JAMES VERNON EIDSON, 
MARTHA LEE EIDSON, 
Petitioner, 
Respondent• 
FEB 6 1978 
Clerk- Circuit Court 
Case No. 18490 
Division II 
DECREE 
Now on this 6th day of February, 1978, the petitioner appears 
in person and by his attorney Frederick W. Martin XII; and the 
respondent, Martha Lee Eidson, after entering her general appearance 
appears in person and by her attorney, Tom R. Williams. The evi-
dence is heard and the Court makes the following findings; 
1. Petitioner resided in Missouri for more than 90 days im-
mediately prior to the date he filed his petition* 
2. More than 30 days have elapsed since he filed his petition* 
3. There remains no reasonable likelihood that the marriage 
can be preserved and that the marriage is, therefore, irretrievably 
broken. 
4. Petitioner and respondent were married on May 7, 1966 at 
Independence, Missouri and were separated on or about July 20, 1977; 
this marriage is registered at Independence, Jaokson County, Missouri. 
5. There was one child born of the marriage, Darin Keith Eidson 
born on November 10, 1969, who is in the custody of the respondent. 
6. Respondent is not now pregnant. 
7. Neither petitioner nor respondent is a member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States. 
8. Petitioner and respondent have entered into a written 
separation agreement which provides for the disposition of all 
property owned by the parties, the waiver by the parties of all 
(plaims to maintenance, and the custody, support,ijand visitation 
of the minor child of the marriage, and that said separation 
agreement is not unconscionable* 
IT IS THEREFORE ADJUDGED, ordered, and decreed that the 
marriage of James Vernon Eidson and Martha Lee Kidson be, and 
the same is hereby, dissolved; that custody of Darin Keith 
Eidson be awarded to respondent; that reasonable rights of visi-
tation with Darin Keith Eidson be awarded to petitioner; that 
petitioner pay $60•00 per month for the support of Darin Keith 
Kidson to the respondent on the 15th day of each month, with the 
first payment due on February 15, 1978; that the separation agree-
ment entered into by the parties be approved as the court has 
found it not unconscionable; and that costs be assessed against 
petitioner. 
CIRCUIT JUDGE, DIVISION II 
SEVENTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
CUT THIS OFF AND GIVE TO PARTIES MARRIED. 
RECORDER OF DEEDS, CLAYTON, MO. 
